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I) Aff)'D- ~n;, ~fih, ronna 
ttlal lt&ve taken1 place to date?' 

(D 
Pive-Year Review Iateniew Form 

ll',cs:, we are, a~.. The.re have· b~ n2 cleE!!Bup ~ in ·the deep pits ·1.o ,elate. The 138 
miDioo gallons of dhemical waste remain burled under a 100' 1'ift of d.Q" and uasb. 11\ak"ng it 
more difficult to reach the pits m remediate. 

2) Wltat · yOIU' oftAD i:mp-.ion ,o.f the p _ Jen, i.Dcludiilg ,den p,, lllillDIUnan« aad 
reuse adirities (o lip, ropriate)? 

Inc1mkd is III copy·o:fOLLEAWs eollllllalbduriqg the 20l2 .S Year R!wiew. Not one of 
OLLEAN·s concelillS in the 21H2 s Year Review :bav;e, bc,en addm;sed. "fht. pmjeet i ·. not 
bcing-cl~ed up. lbe.Reoor.d of Decismn fiu the Lo'Wl'.Y Site requires Co~L The Site 
cannot be J"eUsedL e chemicals are at least :2.$:rniilles off..s.ite and pmhably J!Dll)re •. Which. 
prows ·d'iat h Site is not In Comp~ -~ has, oot been aehiev.ed. Operable 
Units 1 and ·6 (sballow grouml\,,llter), bav:e not ~ed as treq~ The: l.LSF Site is ~ ot 
~mg tile ARA.Rs. EPA is not cnforoii,.g the ROD at the LL8f Site. 

Befo:ire 1h6 pits w:wse· ·WY~, dlE: dll:mJcals ua...-eled in them tm- at least 8 :miles. Many 
p»,pre bad prob-fems ·Jm l'!Qse bleeds, headac__lies,, tingling~ :fmd f~ heart~ Md 
Bron.chlal Pnemmmia widl no fu:ve.r.. Om:e- th,; pits wae co~ those. symptoms: v1en. 
a~. At that time. o:siden -. - - when 1hey wete: being~ by cbem.Icab from the 
pits.at LoWIJ beCffl1iSe of the odors and the ,oily fllm tnatooveted their *In. 

Now. :the.·threat i\s m.ore imidions, because the residents eannot smelll. orfee]the cbemkails 
ftmn k pits. The ~hemicd~n that mmaim.s, m 1illm Lowry·Laudfill Supufimd 
Site: ~ tQ ~ (he,~ aquifers chat. ses.rve, die entire Fron1. Range of 

1Cclorado, aod ow private: ®:lllestic ~l5L Within a nve,,.mi!e n!dius of the Site., there are 
fuUI" de · c,lop,meliff, ,aJJ of wbicb ~Yon groundwater : or ·the,i',r ~tic ~. ·People are no 
longer wottied about. health .irmpacts. fimn the air, they am wonied that the water d.rey use 
will make them sick, and il1rey WOD.~t mow Wny umill .it is ttx) late. :M.ana,- .art: .. amcd ~t 
how having chemicals. m tbe @il'(>illM'r~ under their homes will aftect lheir property ~a1nes. 
When the City of Denver and. W:aste Marnigement say they b1!1've no, intention of cleaning, up 

e off..sitc plume, and EP' A Region 1; ~ this causes even more anxiety. 

4) Ha e _ - en, bCff!I •~ probkms with allmlll&l or anopededl acmrifia at die S:ifc., sae u 
eacy resp()~ v.ndalism or 1mpull~g? 



 

Yes. The Contractor for the City of Denver and Waste Manag<:ment bas been manipulating 
the data from the LLSF S ite to make it look like the Site is In Compliance. EPA, bas not 
scientifically review,:d the data produced by the Coni,actor, or taken split samples to validate 
that the data from sampling by the Contractor is aocunite, bas been approving the 
Contractor's conclusions that the LL.SF Site is In C-Ompliance, when in reality} it is not In 
Compliance. In the meantime, the contamination from the LLSF S ite bas traveled north in 
the groun<h\t-ater and onto private property. 

5) flas EPA kept in,·olved parties and surrounding neighbors informed of acmims at tbe 
Site? 

No. 1he last public meeting EPA held in the neighborhoods "'nere the 1,4-dioxaoe plume 
bas traveled was in 2006. It was a public meeting at wbicb EPA aonouuced the CO<istcoce of 
an off-site plume and stated that the off-site plume posed no danger to the public because 
everyone u.~ City of Aurora Water. EPA refused to discuss that there are residents in the 
area who baYe private domestic wells, and do not use City of Awora Water. At the meeting, 
EPA RPM Bonila Lavelle told the residents that EPA would keep them UJ)'datcd on a regular 
basis. The next update from EPA was 7 years later, 2013, when the EPA released a new Fact 
SheeL The new Fact Sheet had a number of statements that CLLEAN did not """t included 
because they were misleading to a public who was not directly involved in the Site. EPA 
released the Fact Sheet to the public with the misleading information. 

·nie City of Denver, Waste Management and their PR Firm, lntenoountain Public Affairs, 
begon a conoertcd effort to prevent CLLEAN from participating in the process. The EPA 
Public Involvement Coordinator did not object on behalf of CLLEAN, even though 
CLLEAN i~ a TAO recipient and it is EPA 's mandat~ under SARA, to include impa.cted 
stakeholders in the entire process. 

a) Do you feel ,.-ell-informed regarding the Site's activities and reo,edial progreso? 

Yes~ by our own persistence, we are w-ell informed. 

As no-one· is rcmediating at the Si~ there is no remedial progress. 

H anything.,. the Site is in worse condition because the £PA has not acted as a Lead 
Agency and EPA has blindly accepted the City of Denver and Waste Management's 
manipulated data, which says the Site is In Compliance. CLLEAN data proves that the 
Site is not ln Compliance and EPA Wasrungton, D.C. Headquarters Scientists agree with 
CU.EAN. 

b) How can EPA best provide site-related information in the future? 

By providing regular updates to CL LEAN who will use their current outreach email and 
Oyer distribution list to reach the community. 
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